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NOTE FOR THE RECORD 


Per request of Mr. Wattles, a copy of 
DD/S 71-1246 was forwarded to D/Pers and DTR, 
w/o Attachments. 


STAT 


Mr . Wattles talked on the intercom with 
| said that he did send 


copies to MAG. 


Mr . Wattles suggests that the attached 
be held pending outcome of planned MAG meeting 
about 28 or 29 April 71. Messrs. Fisher and 
Cunningham will represent DD/S . 


P‘ 
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DD/S 71-1246 

Executive Director -Comptroller 
Management Advisory Group Recommendations 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 
SUBJECT : 


1. This memorandum is for your information. 


2. On 26 March 197 1, you sent through me to the Director of Training 
and the Director of Personnel, respectively, MAG papers dealing with the 
Career Training Program and the probationary period. While the two papers 
were principally the concern of the officers to whom they were forwarded, 
we felt that the other would each have some worthwhile comment to make, 
and we, therefore, presumed to make copies and requested such comment. 


Both the Director of Training and the Director of Personnel responded on the 
probationary paper . While only the Director of Training responded on the 
CT pa per, the Direc tor of Personnel advises me that | 


it with 


the head of the Program . 


25X1 


3. Mr. Cunningham and Mr. Fisher, in their papers which are 
attached, have taken essentially similar positions against the extension of 
the probationary period. Mr . Cunningham believes that the best way to 
respond on the CT issue is to discuss it with the MAG. I agree. Before 
that is done, however, we want to review the Program with Mr. Cunningham 
and Mr. Fisher. Mr. Wattles and I have some thoughts about it which we 
will discuss with (hem, following which — panels being popular these days — 
the four of us could meet with the MAG. 


4.1 think we must be concerned with the implications of the state- 
ments made by the MAG on both of these subjects . In the case of the CT 
paper, though we might agree with the conclusion, it is reached for the 
wrong reasons and, in fact, it appears that the MAG has drawn again on 
a good deal of misinformation. Indeed it is regrettable that, with access 
to Agency sources for facts, the Group did not do the simple research 
which would have obviated some of the assertions made. The basic 
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fallacy of the MAG proposal on the probationary period is the old one of 
treating the symptoms rather than the disease . In essence, it proposes 
to transfer to some procedural mechanic — read "Panel" — the supervisory 
responsibility for forthright evaluation of employee performance and the 
courage to initiate remedial ■— including separation **>- action where it is 
evident that the individual is not going to be a satisfactory long term 
employee of the Agency. Such a shifting of responsibility — a de- 
personalizing of supervision — is neither sound nor healthy manage- 
ment . I would suggest that the failure of the new professional to develop 
properly in the early years is as frequently a failure by the Agency as by 
the employee. 



XPmWTCoSey" 
Deputy Director 
for Support 


25X1 


5 Atts 


Att 1: 

Basic MAG Memo dtd 25 Mar 7 1 for ExDir, subj: 
Recommendation on Lengthening the Employee 
Probationary Period 

Att 2: 

Basic MAG Memo dtd 25 Mar 7 1 for ExDir, subj: 
Recommendation that the CT Program Be Re- 
examined 

Att 3: 

Memo dtd 7 Apr 7 1 for ADD/S fr DTR re Att 1 

’ 

listed above 

Att 4: 

Memo dtd 7 Apr 7 1 for DD/S fr D/Pers re Att 1 
listed above 

Att 5: 

Memo dtd 2 Apr 71 for Ex. Dir.-Compt. fr DTR, 
subj: MAG Comments About the Career Training 
Program 


2 
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SECRET 


CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

MANAGEMENT ADVISORY GROUP 


2 0 MAR 1971 


MEMORANDUM FOR: The Executive Director 

SUBJECT: Recommendation on Lengthening the Employee Probationary 
Period 


CIA officers enjoy, in fact if not in theory, virtually 
unparalleled job security. They do not face the service 
officers 1 maximum time-in-grade hurdles nor the periodic 
competitive weeding out FSO's undergo. 

There is one time only in his career when the inept CIA 
employee faces any real prospect of discharge: during his 
first or probationary year. Having survived 365 ^ a Y s > he is 
safe against all but the grossest offenses against security, 
decorum, or the law. 

The Agency, traditionally very chary of exercising the 
DCI's statutory authority to make summary dismissals, has 
only proved willing to discharge the inept or miscast em- 
ployee during his probationary year. In the last five years 
25X1 an average of | | professional-level employees (or 2 .^f)o of all 

new employees) were so separated each year. In contrast, 
virtually none were discharged during this five years after 
their probationary periods had been completed. 

The Agency seems content, and perhaps is morally 
obligated, to carry to retirement eligibility the formerly 
able officer who peaked after 15 years and is coasting. It 
correctly feels no similar obligations to the new officer 
who usually has minimal family obligations and a minuscule 
investment of tenure in his intelligence career. 


GROUP I 

Excluded from automatic 
downgrading and 
declassification 

SECRET 
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Despite the "best of screening aids, hiring mistakes are 
inevitable. Many new employees themselves recognize mistaken 
career choices, and the greatest percentage of resignations in 
Agency professional ranks occur during the first five years of 
employment. " " ~ 

The Agency gives itself only a year to recognize and 
correct such hiring mistakes. MA.G believes this time is 
clearly too short. CT’s are still in training status when 
the year has expired (and are often receiving protective 
performance evaluations and extra help” from their counselors. ) 
FTP officers are still busily indexing documents in RID and 
dreaming of a future CS career. CS careerists can be evalu- 
ated fully only on their field performance, and few are lucky 
enough to escape desk servitude within a year. 

MAG finds cumbersome, unnecessary, and possibly dis- 
advantageous the suggestion of hiring new employees under 
contract. The paperwork is unnecessary, and the Agency's 
primary recruiting theme - "a career in intelligence" - 
becomes a bit hollow when followed by a contract offer with 
the standard 30-day notice clause. Adoption of such a 
practice would undoubtedly put us at a hiring disadvantage. 

The contract suggestion rests in fact on recognition 
that Agency management has grown accustomed to letting con- 
tracts lapse but has shied away from firing staffers. It is 
thus in essence a dodge to circumvent traditional attitudes 
and practices. 

Why not, instead, change practice? There is no statutory 
bar to CIA’s setting any probationary period it wishes for new 
employees. MAG advocates adopting a five-year probationary 
period, with rigorous, competitive weeding-out hazards to be 
faced at the end of the third and fifth years. 

This proposal parallels roughly the Macomber task force 
recommendations for fairly ruthless competitive selection out 
of less promising junior FSO's. It assumes that marginality 
can be detected fairly early in a career. (There is good 
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evidence for this, in, among., other places, the results of the 
CS evaluation panels.) It assumes that surgery is better and 
more humane early in a career than later. It holds the promise 
of fewer career misfits and of fewer future cuts in the established 
officer corps. It permits us to risk a greater infusion of new 
blood. 

MA.G advocates competitive ranking of new employees in each 
directorate and the automatic discharge at the end of three 
years of the lowest 10$> and at the end of five years of another 
5$. (There is nothing sacrosanct about the percentage cuts 
recommended but we think their logic can be supported. The 
CS Evaluation Boards are having little difficulty identifying 
a marginal 5 $ at each grade among more senior officers and 
we think the rationale of a probationary period argues for 
more rigorous pruning then than at mid-career. ) 

We suggest this procedure because the firing decision is 
always a painful one. Wo “sensible" supervisor wants to docu- 
ment the record, write the fateful recommendation, nor face 
down an irate employee. It is easier to try to palm off a 
marginal employee on another shop. The fixed percentage re- 
quirement avoids all this and ensures that the non-competitive 
officer is impartially identified and acted against. The 
two-stage procedure should permit some career experimentation 
and the rehabilitation of employees possibly miscast in one 
directorate but entirely competitive in another. 
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I should like to give MAC a reaction 
to the attached by 8 April. Please let 
me have your views. 



T7KW 


— ■ ~ i w ocnutM 
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Executive Director- Comptroller 

! 6 MAR 1371 


SECRET 


ADD/S:RSW/ms (30 Mar 71) 

Distribution: 

Orig RS - Adse #3, w/O of Att / 

1 - DD/S Subject, w/cy of Att ' 

1 - JWC, w/cy of Att 
1 - D/Pers, w/cy of Att 


STAT 


DD/S 71 -J 

■ « , " AJ. AViCiaiClgWJLl^JLil. n 

subj: Recommendation that the CT Program be Re-examined * 
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 


MANAGEMENT ADVISORY GROUP 


25 March 1971 


. MEMORANDUM FOR: The Executive Director 
SUBJECT: Recommendation that the CT Program Be Re-examined 


MAG thinks there is good evidence that the CT Program may- 
have outlived its usefulness. 

Two years ago a panel of senior CS officers unanimously 
concluded that the CT program was too seldom producing the 
sort of officer needed by the CS. CT selection standards 
emphasized academic excellence; the CS wanted operational- 
acumen. The CT program was producing a "bureaucratic elite; 
the CS wanted case officers. Last fall several divisions 
in the CS offered to forego their "CT quotas" in exchange for 
freedom to hire directly themselves an equivalent number of 
new officers off the street. 

Several years ago the CT program was training 225 officers 
annually and was the "normal" route in for new officers. Today 
it is inducting fewer than 50 officers yearly, far fewer than 
are hired directly or promoted from the ranks to professional 
status. The danger of elitism, always present in the CT pro- 
gram, has "been considerably heightened. Dis grunt lement is 
atypically high among CT's and resignations frequent; the 
feeling of being among the chosen leads to exaggerated ex- 
pectations and subsequent disillusionment. Many CT's expect 
quick advancement and good assignments simply because' "they 
are superior* " 


SECRET 


GROUP I 

Excluded from automatic 
downgrading and 
declassification . ; 
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The shrunken CT program leaves us with an expansive and 
expensive training facility and an instructor-to- student ratio ! ! 

that exceeds 3:1* • ' . l' 

•'V ;■ • I ' 

To witness ennui at its acme, one need only address a CT •>;. . ; V 
class in the final week or two of their year-long training. ■ !■' 

This heavy "front-end loading" of CIA. training violates sound jl 

learning principles. Compare' the State Department's carefully > •. ' 

considered proposals in "Diplomacy for the Seventies" for 1 ; 

periodic training ties to level of responsibility and next : ','v j 

job assignment. ■, > . '' ['• 

OTR's staff. and schedule is virtually enslaved to the , rN" j. 

CTP cycle. OTR was established to serve the Agency's total V' 

training needs yet finds it difficult to meet specific train-. i . ' . 
ing requirements because it is committed to a fixed schedule • f 

for 50 CT's a year. • j" 

'i 

. ■ I 

CT selection standards have varied widely with the availa- - . . ' 1 

bility of candidates. The July 1971 CT course will include \ 

several internal nominees who were rejected twice previously |.' 

for CT status in days of easier outside recruitment. It will ; . f : 

also include several internals for whom the CT training will 
be largely redundant but for whom the CT route is one of the 1 

few doors left open to staff status in these days of tight " \\ 

t/o's. 

In these times of restricted hiring when obtaining quality 
>new blood is at a premium, it seems contradictory to allow the ■ 

CTP first pick of all applicant write-ins and the consequent 
ability to determine what sort of case officers DDP will get . * • 
and what kind of analyst DDI may acquire. With so few to be . i 

hired, might not the hiring decisions best be shared with the 
^officers most directly affected? ] | 

' . * . 

MAG would like to see hiring decisions decentralized and j’. 

shared with the directorates, and training, save for a brief 
orientation course, tied. to job progression in eaqh career ■j; 

; service. - in' '<■■■ 7 ' ' .• : : " 7 , 


•;> . ;V. ■ • SECRET ;; -’“V-.v 77 

7; /X Approved For Release 2Q03/04/29 : Cl A-RDF$4t0078iQR004bob()46o 1 1-4 




Approved For Relea^ 


SEORW? : CIA - RDP8 4- OO78OROO 4°O0^p6lW., 




7 April 1971 


MEMORANDUM FOR: Assistant Deputy Director for Support 

SUBJECT : Comments and Observations on the 

Proposal of the Management Advisory 
Group to Lengthen the Employee Pro- 
bationary Period 

REFERENCE : Note to DTR from A/DDS dtd 29 Mar '71, 

same subject 


1. Lengthening the probationary period for new employees to five 
years and subjecting them to a "rigorous, competitive weeding-out. . . 
at the end of the third and fifth years" would not be of any significant 
value to the Office of Training in pruning its rolls of unsuitable or unsat- 
isfactory personnel. Except for Career Trainees, most professional 
requirements are filled through conversion of officers from other career 
services and through the rotational tours of experienced personnel. 
During the last five years approximately 15 professional people were 
obtained through external recruitment. Accordingly, the majority of 
OTR staff officers have been with the Agency well beyond five years. 

The present one-year probationary period is entirely adequate for eval- 
uating the suitability of new clerical employees who are assigned to OTR 
from the Office of Personnel at an average rate of seven per year. 

2. The MAG proposal would probably have a depressing effect on 
recruiting people into the Agency, especially if they are told (and they 
should be) that an offer of permanent employment is subject to the 
satisfactory completion of a five-year probationary period. As it 
applies to the Career Trainee, I think it is too long. The average age 
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of the CT at present is 27. The prospect of being automatically elimi- 
nated at age 32 on the basis of competitive rankings and fixed percent- 
ages would not likely be considered an attractive proposition. I believe 
that selection procedures currently in force sufficiently guarantee that 
our CTs have all the necessary qualities and background for success in 
the Agency. Where failure occurs, it is often explained in terms of the 
individual not having received the right amount of direction, guidance, 
supervision, and training during his developmental years. Occasion- 
ally, outside factors, such as family problems, show up early or late 
in his career and affect his performance and flexibility in regard to 
assignments. 

3. Speaking of Career Trainees, I want to correct and comment 
on a statement made in paragraph 6 which says that CTs often receive 
"protective performance evaluations" and "extra help" from their 
counselors. There is no policy or other directive existing in OTR 
which advocates the assignment of "protective" ratings (false, padded, 
inaccurate?) on CTs. To my knowledge, there never has been a prac- 
tice of this kind. Further, Program Officers of the Career Training 
Staff encourage the utmost candor in reports prepared on the CT by compo- 
nent supervisors during interim assignments of the young officer. Whether 
or not this is done conscientiously, of course, lies beyond the control of 
OTR. I am not certain what is precisely meant by the term "extra help" 
except to note that Program Officers, or counselors, are obligated to 
help the new CT with his problems, official and personal, whenever they 
are asked to do so, and if appropriate. This function is quite identical 

to that of the duty of the supervisor during the early stages of any other 
employee's career. There is simply no one else to do the job, and, in 
a real sense, the Program Officer is the CT's supervisor. It would be 
unthinkable not to offer this basic service to a new employee. 

4. Perhaps a fuller explanation would clarify the implications of 
the last sentence in paragraph 11 which reads: "The CS Evaluation 
Boards are having little difficulty identifying a marginal 5% at each 
grade among more senior officers and we think the rationale of a pro- 
bationary period argues for more rigorous pruning then, than at mid- 
career. " From the statement, I do not quite see how it can be con- 
cluded that a "rigorous pruning" during the five-year probational 
phase will substantially reduce (?) or eliminate (?) the need for such 
action in the middle time of an officer's career. This conclusion 
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presumes that nearly everything detrimental to success will manifest 
itself during the early years. This would be an ideal situation, but I 
am not sure we can rely on it totally even though the limited experience 
of the CS Evaluation Panels seems to have produced some justification 
for this method (pp. 2-3). In any event, why leave the job to a panel 
when supervisors and career service heads should be examining the 
records of all newcomers on a continuing basis? Though such a review 
would uncover some potential misfits, it still does not come to grips 
with the problem mentioned in paragraph 4 of the MAG memo -- that of 
the officer who has "peaked-out" at his mid-career point. 

5. I am disturbed by the line of reasoning set forth in paragraph 
12 as justification for establishing a separation program founded on 
intensive competitive rankings and fixed-percentage cuts at the end of 
three and five-year periods. Granting that this approach might be the 
one to use, it should be applied for the right reasons -- that it is the 
fairest, most efficient, and most accurate, not that it relieves the 
supervisor of the distasteful chores of "documenting the record, writ- 
ing the fateful recommendation, facing-down an irate employee, "or 
"palming him off on another office. " It is conceivable that a system 
such as the one advocated in paragraph 12 would not promote good 
management practices. Primarily, it is oriented toward helping the 
supervisor to avoid his on-going responsibility to evaluate the employee 
candidly and take whatever action is necessary at the time, including 
the preparation of unfavorable Fitness Reports and the accompanying 
warning letter. The tendency could well foster an attitude of "let the 
panel do it. " I also think that deferral of action to three and five-year 
periods would have the unpleasant effect of focusing attention, internal 
and possibly public, on the release of relatively large numbers of 
employees. at the same time. 

6. I doubt if a five-year period of probation is needed to evaluate 
every professional employee. Something like that amount of time 
might be necessary in the Clandestine Service, considering the time 
required for training. Headquarters exposure, and an overseas tour. 

It certainly should be less for some research and analytical jobs in the 
Intelligence and in the Science and Technology-Directorates. I wouldn ! t 
need five years to assess the abilities of an instructor in OTR. Accord- 
ingly, the adoption of a five-year trial period throughout the Agency 
would not be realistic. The Organization would probably end up with 
more than one set of probational standards. 
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7. The solution to many of the problems outlined in the MAG 
paper are already available. In two words it adds up to "vigilant 
management. " The following points are relevant: 


a. Retain the one-year probationary period. It is entirely 
adequate for evaluating clerical employees and possibly other 
special categories of personnel. As st ated in paragraph 3 of the 
MAG paper it succeeded in eliminating [2. 5%) of the profession- 
a ls. Pos sibly, Management should encourage that even greater 
emphasis should be placed on evaluating employees during this 
period. OTR training programs could be of further help in achiev- 
ing this objective. 


25X1 


b. Continue to stress the fact that Fitness Reports must 
record absolutely accurate evaluations of employee performance 
and that this is a supervisory obligation, not an option. The uni- 
form application of this elementary principle of good management 
would eliminate the need for procedures like the ones outlined in 
the MAG paper: it. deals with the problem as it arises and on its 
own merits. OTR can help here also. 


c. 


Employ more diligently and extensively the rey iew pro 

*1 3 1 I I 


cedures prescribed by 


As you 


' | | - * w ^ 

know, these regulations require that at the end of the three-year 

provisional period the Head of the Career Service must 
carefully evaluate the individual* s suitability for selection as a 
Career Employee. . . " The regulation also establishes procedures 
for handling a recommendation that the employee's Career-Provi- 
sional appointment be terminated. Obviously, the various career 
services have not used this means of separating employees unfit 
for, uninterested in, or unable to assume the responsibilities and 
obligations of Agency employment. Perhaps a directive or instruc- 
tion from top management is necessary to activate this little used 
regulation. 


25X1 


25X1 

HUyti i. CUMMiMGHAM J 

Director of Training 


Attachment 

MAG Recommendation 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 
SUBJECT : 

REFERENCE : 


Deputy Director for Support 

Recommendation on Lengthening the Employee Probationary 
Period 

Memo for ExDir-Canrpt fr MAG dtd. 25 March 1971, same subject 


• i*v W ? d °, n0t agree with the recommendation that the employee probationary 
P ^ ri ° length f ne d* Nor do we believe that an arbitrary number of employees 

should, be separated at the end of three- and five-year periods. 

2 . The MAG recommendation rests on assumptions about the nature of the 
work force and Agency management which are highly questionable and, if imple- 
mented as presented, could have a seriously adverse effect upon professional 
recruitment and the morale of our young professionals. 

3 . MAG s first assumption seems to be that we need a mandatory weeding 
°u of 14 to 15 % of new professionals in a five-year period. Add to this a 
certain number of professional employees who will go each year through normal 

r it ion— currently at an all-time low of 5.6$ per year--and we could con- 
ceivabiy encounter an unacceptable loss rate. Other assumptions or implications 
which we question include: ^ 


Present recruitment and. selection procedures are wrong 
about 15% of the time; possibly so, but we are not prepared to 
grant it. 


b. Agency management lacks the courage to identify and. 
eliminate misfits; and "the fixed percentage requirement avoids 
all this and ensures that the non-competitive officer is 
impartially identified and acted against." We do not concede 
the first point, and, the track record, in the "701" and other 
ranking exercises suggests at least a reasonable doubt as to the 
second.. 


4 . On the positive side, we do agree that our career selection process 
must be improved. _ We have available the policies, regulations and procedures 
which can accomplish the MAG objectives and can achieve them within an existing 
framework. As you know from our discussions of this subject, we do not believe 
these important screening procedures have been used adequately and we are well 
along m our planning to improve the effectiveness of this program. 
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5. The policies and procedures which govern the conversion of Career 
Provisional appointees to Career Employee status are formalized, in [” 


125X1 


and. have not been changed since they were approved, by the DCI in September 
1961. At that time the Director announced, that they were intended, to 
strengthen existing career concepts and. to foster the continuing evolution 
of a strong Career Service in the Agency. There is no doubt that our 
practices since then have fallen short of this intent to establish a real 
distinction between Caree r Prov isional and. Career Employee status. For 
example , of approximately | | employees who completed, three years in 

Career Provisional status and. were considered for Career Employee status during 
the last three calendar years, all but 49 were converted, to Career Employee 
status and. action on those was deferred,. None were terminated. Although no 
statistics have been kept on resignations related, to career selection 
activities, the Chief, Special Activities Staff confirms our impression that 
only a few employees leave the Agency as the result of career selection 
screening. 


are essentially sound, there 


6. Although the basic concepts in 

is evident need, to strengthen the whole career selection operation as a 
management tool and to make the prospect of conversion to Career Employee 
status of greater significance to the individuals concerned.. It is also 
apparent that we must depend, for the most part upon psychological and 
attitudinal changes to accomplish these improvements. Prom our review and, 
discussions with the OGC and. others, we conclude that certain actions would, 
improve the career selection process significantly. Some months ago, in 
anticipation of the increased emphasis we plan to give to the conversion to 
career status at the end. of the three-year provisional period, we added, an 
appropriate statement in the remarks section of our Form 1150 (see Tab A). 

We have also prepared, a list of other actions which are almost but not yet 
quite ready to be forwarded, for your approval. We have attached this list 
as Tab B, but without the supporting documentation, only to provide assurance 
to the MA.G that we are serious about improving the career selection process 
at the end of the three-year provisional period,. 


25X1 


25X1 


Harry B. Fisher 
Director of Personnel 


Atts: 2 
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(When Filled In) : 


NOTIFICATION OF PERSONNEL ACTION 


I . SERIAL NUMBER l 2. NAME (LAST-FIRST-MIDDIE) 


I 3. NATURE OF PERSONNEL ACTION 


6. FUNDS g|> 

V CF TO V 

9. ORGANIZATIONAL DESIGNATIONS 


V TO CF 
CF TO CF 


4. EFFECTIVE DATE t 

MO. 

DA. 

YR. 

i...:. ku 


7. Financial Analyiii No. Chargeable j 8. CSC OR OTHER .LEGAL AUTHORITY 


j 10. LOCATION OF OFFICIAL STATION 



11. POSITION TITLE 


12. POSITION NUMBER 


| 13. SERVICE DESIGNATION 


I 14. CLASSIFICATION SCHEDULE (GS. LB, etc.) 


I 15. OCCUPATIONAL SERIES I 16. GRADE AND STEP 


17. SALARY OR RATE 


IO, KCfWMtlW 

SUBJECT TO THE SATISFACTORY COMPLETION OF THREE YEARS PROVISIONAL 
SERVICE INCLUDING AN INITIAL TRIAL PERIOD OF ONE YEAR. 


STAT 


19. ACTION 20. Employ. 

21. OFFICE CODING 

22. STATION 

CODE 

24. Hdatrs. 
Code 

25. DATE OF BIRTH 

26. DATE OF GRADE 

27. DATE OF LEI 

CODE Code 

NUMERIC 

ALPHABETIC 



MO. DA, YR. 

1 1 . 

MO. OA. YR. 

_J L_ 

MO. DA. 

I 

YR. 

28. NTE EXPIRES 

29. SPECIAL 
REFERENCE 

30. RETIREMENT DATA 1 3 

. SEPARATION 
DATA CODE 

32. Correction /Cancellation Data j 

1 ' “\ 

33. SECURITY 
. REQ. NO. 

34. SEX 

MO. DA. YR. 

1 - CSC 

2 - CIA 


CODE 


TYPE 

MO. DA. YR. 

EOD DATA y 



1 1 • 


3 - FICA 

5 - NONE 





1 1 

j/ 



35. VET. PREFERENCE 

36. SERV. COMP 

DATE 

37. LONG. COMP. DATE 

38. CAREER CATEGORY 

39. FEGLI / HEALT 

^ INSURANCE 

40. SOCIAL SECl 

RITY NO. 

CODE 0 - NONE 

1-5 FT. 

7 • 10 PT. 

MO. DA. 

1 

YR. 

MO. 

DA. YR. 

I • 

CAR. RESV. 

PROV. TEMP. 

CODE 

CODE 0 - WAIVER 

1 • YES 

HEALTH INS. CODE 



41. PREVIOUS CIVILIAN GOVERNMENT SERVICE 

42. LEAVE CAT. 
CODF 

43. 

FEDERAL TA 

DATA 

44. STATE 

TAX DATA 


CODE 0 - NO PREVIOUS SERVICE 

1 - NO BREAK IN SERVICE 


' * 


FORM EXECUTED 

1 - YES 

CODE 

NO. TAX EXEMPTIONS 

FORM EXECUTED 

1 • YES 

CODE NO. TAX 

EXEMP. 

STATE CODE 

2 - BREAK IN SERVICE (LESS THAN 3 YRS.) 

3 - BREAK IN SERVICE (MORE THAN 3 YRS.) 

*■?. ' 


2 ■ NO 



2 * NO 




SIGNATURE OR OTHER AUTHENTICATION 



F sT 1150 

Mfg. 6-70 


Use Previous \ bcV-Ktl j 

Edition 
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(4-51) 

(When Filled In) 
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25X1 


25X1 


25X1 


A. Revise as proposed in Tab A. This would 

emphasize the importance of the entire three -year provisional 
period as a screening process. It would, also clarify the 
special meaning of the first year trial period and the delegation 
of authority to the Director of Personnel to affect separation 
of employees during that period. 


B. Revise as proposed in Tab B to require that 

Fitness Reports be prepared, annually for all employees in 
Career Provisional status on their completion of 9, 24, and. 33 ' 
months of service. The change would also require that all such 
reports contain a specific statement as to: 


(1) the employee's suitability for continued, 
service; and., 

(2) his potential for conversion to Career 
Employee status. 


C. Revise | |as proposed in Tab C to cover the 

delegation of authority to the Director of Personnel to term ina te 
those employees who fail to satisfactorily complete the initial 
one-year trial period. 


D. Publish an 03rM as proposed, in Tab D announcing the 
involvement of the central Office of Personnel substantively 
in the career selection process by having the appropriate placement 
officers of the Staff Personnel Division 

(1) review the Fitness Reports of all Career 
Provisional employees; and, 

(2) personally discuss performance, work attitudes, 
and career interests with those Career Provisional 
employees who are available for interview each year 
and as appropriate with the supervisory and. Career 
Service officials concerned.. 


E. As soon as practicable arrange for Fitness Reports and. 
Forms 1150 prepared, on Career Provisional Employees to be recorded, 
on paper of a distinctive color in order to further highlight the 
distinction between Career Provisional and. Career Employee status. 
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ii'ini 



' l S(l 


MEMORANDUM FOR: Executive Director- Comptroller 

SUBJECT : MAG Comments About the Career 

Training Program 

1. The comments received from the Management Advisory 
Group about the Career Training Program are interesting and 
provocative. Unfortunately, some of the Group's conclusions 
apparently are based on inaccurate and misleading information. 

2. In the interest of conserving the Group's time, as well 
as OTR's, I propose that I and Chief, CTP, brief and discuss 
with the Group all aspects of the Career Training Program. 
Perhaps with a better understanding of the Program, the Group 
could then offer some helpful suggestions for the selection and 
recruitment of young professional officers. 


25X1 

iriUC/H T. CUNNINGHAjvl 
Director of Training 
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